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CHARLES EVANS 
COMMUNITYANALYSIS can be defined as nothing 
more than the division of a community into its components, but such 
analysis is of little real value unless the peculiar characteristics of the 
community and of each of its constituent elements-including 
characteristic needs and behavior-are identified and their 
significance established. Library community analysis, therefore, 
embraces the study of two elements: community characteristics, and 
the significance of these characteristics. A single study, however, need 
not cover the full range of characteristics or significance. For example, 
Bundy's study of library users in the Baltimore-Washington area1 
focused on the characteristics of its subjects only, while the author's 
study of library users and nonusers in a California city was intended 
only to determine somewhat the significance of selected 
characteristic^.^ 
Community analysis must be distinguished from the study of 
libraries and library resources, even though library studies often 
include community analysis, because the study of a community-the 
word community means a group of people with one or more common 
characteristics-may be unrelated to libraries, while the study of a 
library can be "merely an impartial appraisal of the services a library 
system is rendering the community, and the equipment used to render 
these service^,"^ without any reference to the community it serves. 
Wilson's book The Geography of Reading4 and Lowell Martin's study of 
the Chicago Public Library5 are examples of library study; examples of 
community analysis include Kelley's Woodside study6 and the broader 
studies of adult reading by Gray and Munroe7 and Waples and Tyler.' 
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Knowledge ofthe community to be served is essential as a foundation 
for library management, yet libraries have not always practiced 
community analysis, and some still do not. The reason for this is that 
librarians may be unaware of deficiencies in their community 
knowledge. In some cases, of course, there is no community. For 
example, in a personal library, in which the library manager and the 
user community are one and the same, there obviously is no need for 
community analysis. Similarly, in the social libraries of the nineteenth 
century there may have been no need need for community analysis; 
managerial control was exercised by boards of trustees or directors who 
were, themselves, members of relatively small and homogeneous user 
communities. 
EARLY STUDIES 
Early public libraries continued the social library pattern of 
government, and with it the presumption of adequate community 
knowledge. They were controlled by boards of local community 
leaders, which "had full control of all affairs of the library and of its 
funds." Even the selection of books was made by "the directors or their 
library ~ommit tee ."~ Their librarians might have been more aware of a 
need for community study-especially since they might have been 
employed from outside the communities they served-but the 
librarian of the 1870s was still essentially a technician, responsible for 
routine work in the library and for serving library users, but without 
any real role in the managerial control of the library. 
Shera has indicated that early library leaders were not really 
interested in serving the general public,1° which would account for 
their failure to engage in community analysis, but he confused their 
motives with their practices.ll They were like "a large portion of the 
better educated classes of Boston at that time," of which Henry Adams 
said, "The keen joy of truth aggressive and triumphant blended in 
their consciousness with a tranquil conviction that the limits of truth 
had been reached."I2 But if they were sure of their own wisdom, and of 
their community knowledge, they also were humble enough to believe 
that others could reach their own level through education and the 
reading of good books, and were willing-even anxious-to help 
provide those books. 
The attitude of Andrew Carnegre is typical. As a youth he had used 
books from a library opened to boys by a Colonel Anderson: "and it was 
when revelling in these treasures that I resolved, if wealth ever came to 
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me, that it should be used to establish free libraries, that other poor 
boys might receive opportunities similar to those for which we were 
indebted to that noble man."13 Carnegie assumed that other poor boys 
shared his own intense longing for books. In the same way, other early 
library leaders-founders, trustees, and librarians-assumed their 
own tastes and interest in reading to be shared by the population at 
large, just as they assumed that education and reading would inevitably 
cause others to share their opinions and conform to their behavior. 
They were humanitarians who practiced the golden rule by providing 
for others the libraries and the books that they would have wanted for 
themselves in like circumstances. If they built libraries, as Harris says 
they did, that were "characteristically inflexible, coldly authoritarian, 
and elitist,"'* it was only because they presumed all community 
members to be at least potentially like themselves. In essence, they 
shared the attitude expressed by a librarian in 1905: "We are dealing 
with a small crowd of people whom we call 'our public'. Who are the 
public? Why, you and I, and my family, and others just like us. They 
want just the same things that we do, and to be accommodated in just 
the same way that we do. The public is no indefinite, intangible 
somebody. It is just 'we.' "I5  
Because of their professional preparation and closer contact with 
library users, librarians probably are much more ready than library 
trustees to recognize and admit a need for additional knowledge of the 
people they serve. Hence, the increasing delegation of managerial 
responsibility from library boards to their librarians was accompanied 
by expressions of a need for more community knowledge in the 
professional literature of librarianship. 
For example, in 1880, William Foster, librarian of the Providence 
Public Library, pointed out the complexity of a library's community: 
It is safe to say that one who has not given the subject attention will 
be surprised to find at how many points a collection ofbooks, and the 
thought there contained, touch human life. Here is a machineshop 
with its hundred or more workmen, many of whom are anxious to 
study some mechanical work. The library has such works, and is glad 
to supply them. Here again is a society of natural history, whose 
members are systematically studying some department of natural 
science. To  them, also, the library willingly offers its resources . . . it 
offers its co-operation to those who are following a course of public 
lectures on some topic of political science or of art, to a college class 
studying topically some epoch of history or period of literature; or to 
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a public-school teacher, with a class in geography; or a parent 
desiring some suitable reading for a child . . . it seeks to make its 
collection generally available . . . on ma'tters of current and 
universal interest.16 
In 1896, Mary Cutler explicity identified community study as an 
element of librarianship: 
The librarian should be a careful student of his own town. He 
should know its history and topography, its social, political, business, 
literary, and ecclesiastical life . . . the city officers, the party bosses, 
the labor leaders, members of the board of trade, manufacturers, 
leading women in society . . . the clergy . . . the school 
superintendent and the teachers. . . those who shape the charitable 
organizations . . . reporters, policemen, and reformers. 
To  ~vhat end? Broadly, that he may catch the spirit of the civic life 
and relate the library to the whole as the organs to the body. 
Specifically, that he may reach the entire population through the 
natural leaders, that he may select books, establish branches, open up 
new avenues of communication between the library and the 
people." 
The first published study of a library's community appeared in 1908, 
and was a description of Jewish immigrants who used the Brownsville 
branch of the Brooklyn Public Library.18 It is significant that this first 
community study by a librarian was of a community of people so 
different from their librarian that the concept of the community as 
"we" was obviously untenable. 
A very similar community of immigrants served by the Rivington 
Street Branch of the New York Public Library was the subject of 
another descriptive, but much more rigorous study published in 1919. 
Its authors reveal an awareness and appreciation of the importance of 
community knowledge that would still be exceptional today: 
There was reason here to know my community, to make my library 
an essential part of it, to connect my books with my people. . . these 
newest colonists . . . 
We promptly started some thorough reading to learn the history 
of our different national groups and their social and religious 
backgrounds. Clearly, however, helpful sympathy, the useful and 
practical point of view, could come to us only from a knowledge of 
the lives of those whom we were to serve, a knowledge not only of 
what they had been in the lands oftheir birth, but ofthe detailsofthis 
[444I LIBRARY TRENDS 
History of Community Analysis 
new living of theirs and of the new problems with which they were 
daily struggling. . . . 
And so we decided, my staff of twelve and I, to explore our 
neighborhood. T o  each was assigned a section of our territory of 
forty square blocks. . . . 
Our daily work at the library. . . pointed to the urgency of our 
need of knowledge. It was a human knowledge of facts that we 
wanted,-characteristics of the different nationalities, their 
occupations, living conditions, community life,-and we sought 
information wherever it could be found. Yet we limited our 
investigations strictly to our needs; we violated the privacy of no 
home; we asked no personal, inquisitive questions. Many of the first 
results were, no doubt, superficial and impressionistic, but our stock 
of useful human information rapidly increased. We had as helpers 
several old friends of the library, some of them notables and leaders 
of the different foreign-born groups. We needed such experienced 
guides, for we found appearances very apt to be deceptive.l9 
The Rivington study was subjective and based on almost random 
observations, but in the year of its publication the use of more formal 
methods was recommended by Charles Williamson during a speech in 
Indiana: 
A library that wishes to serve its community efficiently should be 
as eager as the merchant to make every individual or every family a 
customer. To  do that, the library must study its community and the 
initial step in such a study would constitute, in modern parlance, a 
"survey" of library needs and opportunities. . . . The modern way 
of attacking a problem in which the essential facts are unknown is to 
make a survey. We are accustomed to housing surveys . . . church 
surveys, and so on. We have talked for some time of library surveys, 
but so far as I know the first real survey of library needs in any 
community is still to be made. The plan, content and method-the 
whole technique-is still to be worked out. The need and purpose of 
library surveys, however, are becoming clear. The library to be 
efficient must fit itself to the needs of the community, but how can it 
fit itself to conditions of which it is almost wholly ignorant? No more 
important responsibility rests upon library administrators and 
trustees than this duty of understanding clearly all the library needs 
of the community.20 
Williamson's assertion-unchallenged by his audience-that libraries 
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are "wholly ignorant" of community needs indicates a drastic change 
from the days of Ticknor and Everett in the attitudes of library 
managers. It is a change toward reality which should make community 
analysis almost an imperative for librarians. 
Williamson's address inspired an Indiana librarian to offer some of 
the required "plan, content and method" in the form of a list of 
questions grouped under seventeen headings. These were derived 
from a questionnaire then being used to train students in the library 
school of the University of Wisconsin. Many have only a remote 
relationship to library management, indicating that survey research 
was still not well understood by librarians. For example, the questions 
listed under the first heading, "Physical Aspect of City," included: "Are 
the streets clean or dirty; paved or unpaved; if paved, is paving well 
kept; if unpaved are they kept in good condition?" "Are shade trees 
planted by city or property owners, and are lawns well cared for?" "Are 
public buildings modern and in good condition?" "Has city any federal 
buildings?" "Has city modern public improvements, traffic signs, 
fountains, etc.?" "What are the natural attractions-river, lake, etc.; has 
city taken advantage of them?" "Has city any parks; are they well cared 
for?"21  
Joseph Wheeler, a staunch advocate of community analysis, 
probably was reacting to this survey proposal when he wrote that: "A 
local survey for library purposes seldom needs to be made with any 
such thoroughness as many social welfare surveys have been made. 
Discoveries and conclusions from a rather brief and general study, if 
carefully planned, will reveal more opportunities and suggest more 
projects than any public library can take care of for some time. The 
temptation is to spend too much time on intensive study of a few phases 
and to find one field so fertile that the perspective may be lost."22 
Additional evidence of Williamson's influence appeared in 1924, 
when another Indiana librarian, Ethel McCullough, publicized some 
examples of her use of community malysis as a managerial tool in the 
Evansville Public Library. These were "carefully planned" and her 
school and neighborhood surveys in particular are examples that 
libraries still could follow. Each had a definite purpose, a simple 
methodology, executive supervision and evaluation, and was followed 
by the application of its findings in the administration oflibrary service. 
McCullough's school survey was inspired by a decrease in juvenile 
circulation and the inability of branch librarians to explain it or to 
answer questions about juvenile library users: 
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When I began asking for the number of children enrolled in the 
schools with which the different libraries were working, there was a 
lamentable lack of definite knowledge. When I asked for the 
percentage of children using cards of those registered at the various 
branches, still less was actually known. 
I therefore sent to branch and station librarians an outline naming 
the points to be covered by a school room survey, with the 
recommendation that it be put on at the same time all over the city. 
Each branch or station librarian was to work independently with her 
own school principal and group of teachers, and each was to report 
from month to month the progress made.23 
One consequence of this survey was an increase in juvenile circulation 
which offset within six months the loss of the previous year, even 
though the survey outline carried the admonition: "Care must be taken 
not to overstimulate teacher^."^^ 
McCullough's neighborhood survey was conducted in "our most 
difficult community, a community without a reading background." For 
this survey, a citizen's advisory committee was organized to plan and 
conduct a campaign of intensive home visiting. 
Neighborhood survey cards were printed and these with 
application cards were given to each home visitor for distribution. 
Several hundred home visits were made within a short time and the 
number of new patrons and of books read rose steadily from week to 
week. From the survey cards definite information as to occupations 
and interests were noted, and books bearing on these subjects were 
placed on the station shelves. Within a short time the library really 
reflected the interests of the community. 
When a person had signed an application blank but did not come 
to the library within a reasonable time, a follow-up postal card was 
mailed saying that certain titles were being held for his inspection. 
An effort was made to have one of these titles bear on his business, 
one on his personal interests, and one purely recreational. . . . 
The Committee feels that its work is not yet done, but is convinced 
that its diagnosis was correct: The library did not have sufficient 
knowledge of the individuals who made up the neighborhood, nor 
was it making definite connection with their interest^.^' 
The neighborhood survey was exceptional for its time because it 
went directly to individual community members for data. Until many 
years later, most studies examined community members only 
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indirectly, through census data or data from library records. For 
example, studies of library users later in the decade in Wilmington, 
D e l a ~ a r e , ~ ~Milwaukee 2' and Sheboygan, W i s con~ i n , ~~  all were based 
on geographic plotting of addresses from borrowers' record files. 
McCullough's study was also exceptional in its concern for nonusers of 
the library. Early studies-like these three examples-were of users 
only. The first study to focus on nonusers exclusively was not published 
until 1936. It was conducted in Flushing, New York, by Helen 
Ridgway, a student in the School of Library Service at Columbia 
Univer~ity.~" 
COMMUNITY ANALYSIS IN LIBRARY MANAGEMENT 
The major impetus toward the utilization of community analysis in 
library management carne from the Graduate Library School of the 
Uriiversity of Chicago during the 1930s. Faculty members like Louis 
Round b'ilson, Carleton Joeckel, Bernard Berelson, Leon Carnovsky 
and Douglas Waples engaged in conimunity analysis, developing 
techniques and providing examples that others could follow, while they 
prepared students to practice community analysis and to teach it, in 
turn,  to students in other library schools. Among the Chicago 
graduates of that  period who are  especially noted for their 
contributions to library community analysis are Erret McDiarmid, 
Edward Wight, LeRoy Merritt, Herbert Goldhor, Walter Kaiser, and 
L,o~~ellMartin. 
Goldhor and Kaiser both provided examples of community analysis 
by working librarians. Kaiser's study of registered borrowers in the 
Muncie (Indiana) Public Library, while he was its librarian, was an 
analysis of registration and census data. It found that "the library does 
a good job in registering students . . . but falls down in registering 
adults, of whom it secures only about one-fourth. Of the adult groups, 
the professional, a group which has long been accustomed to using 
books for both professional and personal reasons, shows the highest 
percentage of registration, but still only 57 percent of their group is 
registered." 30 
Goldhor's study of opinions of Evafisville, Indiana, adults while he 
bas head of the Evansville Public Library was a much larger project, 
involving persofial interviews conducted by students from Evansville 
College. Its major conciusions were that: "The Evansville Public 
Library seems to have made a place for itself in the lives of better 
educated people to a greater degree than is true of its influence over 
people with lesser amounts of formal education. There is a halo effect 
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to the library, and people generally think well of it but they do not 
particularly know much about it. Parking by itself is probably not a 
major factor influencing use of the 1ibra1-y."31 
Despite these examples, one effect of the University of Chicago 
Graduate Library School's influence, which has been magnified 
through other library schools (most notably the School of 
Librarianship of the University of California, where the faculty 
included Chicago graduates Joeckel, Wight and Merritt) has been to 
make library community analysis a function of academics rather than 
of working librarians. Thus, most examples come from library schools 
rather than from libraries, and are conducted by scholars rather than 
by librarians. 
Four important works on community analysis came from the 
Graduate Library School at the beginning of World War 11. The first of 
these was Wight's paper, "Methods and Techniques of Library 
Surveys," which points out weaknesses in early surveys-"most of the 
reports are primari1ys~bjective"~~-andlists steps to follow in a survey: 
1. 	Definition of the purposes and limits of the study. . . . 
2. 	The preparation of an outline of the organization of the 
completed report. . . . 
3. 	The determination of the types of data and methods of securing 
them. . . . 
4. 	Drafting of the schedules, information blanks, and forms 
required for collecting and tabulating the data. . . . 
5. 	Collection of data. 
6. 	Tabulation and analysis. 
7. 	Preparation of the report. . . . 
8. 	Review, criticism, and final draft of the report.33 
Wight's paper also contains one of the earliest proposals for the use of 
data processing equipment in the organization and analysis of library 
statistical data. 
The Library Survey by Errett W. McDiarmid, Jr . ,  discusses techniques 
for the study of community backgrounds for library service, for the 
study of library use, and for the study of potential library users. 
McDiarmid says that the study of potential users revolves around the 
question "What groups are not using the library and why?" He 
discusses the answeringofthis question, through research, under three 
headings: (1)Who are the nonlibrary users? (2)What are their interests 
and needs? and (3) What are their attitudes toward the library?34 
The two remaining works were papers published in The Library in the 
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Cgmmunitj, edited by Leon Carnovsky and Lowell Martin. The  first of 
these, "The Community Survey" by Wayne McMillen, should be read 
by every library surveyor. Like Wight, McMillen lists steps to follow in a 
survey, and he distinguishes community surveys from those which 
"could perhaps more properly be called 'administrative studies.' " 3 5  
Most library surveys are primarily of the latter type even though they 
may include some community analysis. McMillen warns against 
unintentional blas and against questions which are impossible to 
answer through a survey, or  are not feasible because of cost: "There are 
many kinds of questions that ran be answered which it would be 
inexpedient to include in a specific study."36 
Lowell Martin's paper, "Community Analysis for the Library,"37 has 
been described as "the best brief discussion ofthe subject ofcommunity 
study in all its various applications by the library." 38 In it, Martin offers 
a warning that is still timely: 
Finall), our limited understanding of the relationship between so- 
cial characteristics and the actual reading of individuals must be 
borne in mind by the library community analyst. Information about 
the economic level or  the occupations of a locality is helpful to a book 
selector, but it is not definitive. . . . 
This lack of understanding of the relationship between social 
characteristics and reading is probably a temporary problem due to 
our present ignorance. It is compounded of incomplete sources of 
data, the fragmentary nature of reading studies to date, and the 
restricted psychological insight of librarians. Nonetheless, it is a 
reality which tends to limit the applicability of any library community 
study.3Y 
LATER STUDIES 
Studying the Communitj is a later work on community analysis, 
published by the American Library Association's Library-Community 
Project in 1960.40It was intended to serve as a handbook for the study 
of adult education needs, but is useful to all types of community study. 
It contains sample questionnaires and examples of survey reports that 
are especially helpful. 
Libmrj S u m ~ j s ,edited by Tauber and Stephens and published in 
1967, is concerned primarily with the type of study that McMillen calls 
"administrative studies," but it includes a paper by Andrew Geddes 
that discusses community analysis. One part in particular of his 
discussion should be given serious consideration before the launching 
of any community study: 
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Librarians must become more adept at handling their own problems 
and evaluating their own needs. They must also be more dynamic in 
their leadership roles. When a board of trustees brings in an expert 
to confirm an opinion already expressed by the director, one can not 
but wonder about the relationship existing between the librarian, his 
board, and the community which produces such a situation. There 
are always times when an outside opinion is helpful, but surveys 
should not be undertaken simply to achieve status by use of the 
newest status symbol. Librarians must assert the leadership 
necessary to move librarianship ahead; no better way can be found 
than to have their professional opinion honored. Therefore, 
librarians are urged to resist the temptation to ask for a survey before 
making every effort to solve their own problems. . . . 
Too often surveys are undertaken to find answers known before 
the surveyor arrived on the scene. But the director, the board, or the 
public were unwilling to admit they knew the answers or to make the 
effort needed to sell the right solution.41 
Any community analysis should be preceded by study of the 
published reports of other analysts, because community study is far 
more costly in time, labor and money than those who have never 
attempted it might imagine. It is always desirabie to minimize these 
costs by utilizing the work of other investigators as much as possible, to 
avoid the costs of duplicating their work and to avoid the repetition of 
their mistakes. Other studies may be used as models in the planning of 
a study, while their data and conclusions may supplement and validate 
its findings. 
Berelson's volume, The Library's P~blic,~"s the landmark work in this 
field, and should be a starting point for every community analyst. 
Published in 1949 as one of the parts of the Public Library Inquiry, it is 
a synthesis of the studies of reading and public library use published 
during the preceding two decades, with emphasis on ihe nationwide 
survey of library use conducted for the Public Library Inquiry by the 
Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan. (A separate 
report on the latter study was published by its directors in 1950.43) 
Berelson's study is especially notable for its conclusions that public 
libraries are used by only 10percent of adults,44 that they are essentially 
middle-class institution^,^^ and that "the most significant factor in the 
use of libraries by adults is e d ~ c a t i o n . " ~ ~  These conclusions were 
supported by Bundy's study of Maryland library users in 1966: "The 
rnost discouraging aspect of the survey was to discover that some 
C H A R L E S  E V A N S  
twenty years after the Berelson study, the public library has not 
changed markedly in this respect." 47 
A number of noteworthy examples of community analysis have been 
published since Berelson's book appeared. Norvell's The Reading 
Interests of Young People, published in 1950, is a study of the reading 
interests of secondary school students in New York state, classified by 
age, sex and in te l l igen~e .~~  It includes a list of 1,700 literary works with 
interest scores for boys and girls. 
Bundy's doctoral dissertation, published inIllinois Libraries in 1960, is 
one of several studies of rural people.4Y She discovered an attitude of 
indifference toward libraries in her subjects, thereby challenging the 
prevailing assumption that such attitudes are generally favorable. In 
contrast, Taves's study of rural people in Minnesota, conducted at 
about the same time but published three years later, found a favorable 
attitude toward the local library. Taves and his associates also found 
that although the library users among their subjects had a greater 
breadth of reading interest than the nonusers of the library, the 
nonusers expressed a greater interest in reading about 
occupation-related subjects such as farm management, crops, soils, 
livestock and mechanics.jO This finding supports the discovery by 
earlier investigators that nonusers of libraries tend to be more 
interested than library users in reading about "farming and gardening, 
financial problems, and care of young children,"" and raises the 
possibility that public libraries might broaden their appeal by placing 
more emphasis on material on such occupation-related subjects. 
Margaret Peil's study of reading by low-income mothers in Chicago 
compares reading and library use by black and white women; she 
found that "the Negro women generally read more books and 
magazines and spent more time reading than the white mothers, even 
when age and education were c on t r ~ l l e d . " ~~  One of Peil's conclusions 
was that "women in their thirties were considerably more likely to use 
the library than women who were olderor y~unge r , " ' ~  which raises the 
possibility-since other studies have indicated that library use tends to 
vary inversely with age-that people born during and after World War 
I1 might be less inclined to use the library than those born earlier, 
which in turn might indicate a bleak future for public libraries. Peil 
said, however, that "since more of the library users than of non-users 
had graduated from high school and the proportion of high school 
graduates in low-income areas is steadily increasing, it appears fairly 
certain that library use will also increase in these areas."54 
Lowell Martin's study of the Enoch Pratt Free Library's service to the 
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underprivileged reached similar conclusions. Martin found that 
younger adults read less than those who are older-"young adults age 
twenty to thirty represent the lower group of readers of books, much 
lower than the teen-agers and even lower than persons over
-
sixty-five"j5-but he also found that some people resume reading as 
they grow older.56 He further predicted that library use will increase as 
the educational level rises.57 
Helen Lyman directed a five-year study of the characteristics and 
reading behavior of newly literate adults, and of programs and reading 
materials intended for such adults. Most of the adults who were its 
subjects were taken from low-income, disadvantaged populations in 
inner-city areas, including many members of minority groups.58 
Lyman's report, published by the ALA in 1973,is therefore a scurce of 
useful information about the urban disadvantaged generally, as well as 
about adults who have recently learned to read. 
The Disadvantaged and Library Effectiveness, by Claire Lipsman, is yet 
another major study of the urban disadvantaged. One of its 
conclusions is that "both white and black library users are more likely to 
be active, curious persons, to know more about the community and its 
resources, and to be more interested in expressions of the human spirit 
through music, art, and artifact^."^^ Most librarians share Berelson's 
opinion that "the most significant factor in the use of libraries by adults 
is e d u ~ a i i o n , " ~ ~  despite the many poorly educated people who do use 
libraries and the many more well educated people who do not. Here, 
Lipsman has identified two other characteristics-activity and 
curiosity-that may be even more closely related to library use than 
education. Another conclusion of Lipsman's study should be heeded 
by library managers: 
At the local level, a library system should have available feedback 
on program operations which will produce answers not only to 
general policy questions but to the management decisions of library 
programs: Which groups are being reached? How ,are library 
services regarded by their recipients? How efficient is the program 
operation? Which new activities should be tried? How do actual 
program results compare with expected results? How well does the 
program succeed in achieving its objectives? 
These kinds of questions cannot currently be adequately 
answered, primarily because existing data collection practices in 
library systems are not at all addressed to this purpose. Regular 
reporting continues to be focused on the condition of the book 
collection rather than on the patrons or the p r~g rams .~ '  
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Lipsman recommends data collection methods for library use which 
would provide the information which she thinks is needed.62 She also 
has another observation that is especially pertinent to community 
analysis: "In the course of the field visits, it was apparent that the 
residents of urban ghettos, particularly in the larger cities, are 
frequently surveyed by various public and private groups. (In fact, 
resentment was expressed in two or three cities at 'all the surveys and 
no action.')"'j3 
Community analysis is as basic to library management as the 
physician's diagnosis is to the practice of medicine. Its use in 
librarianship is a mark of professionalism. Consequently, library 
community analysis has evolved concurrently with professional 
education for librarianship and with the professionalization of library 
management. 
There are many studies, however, conducted at great expense, that 
reach no conclusion which would not be obvious on casual observation 
to any competent librarian. Often, much of the advice offered by an 
investigator at the conclusion of his or her study is derived almost 
entirely from his or her professional experience, with little reference to 
any of the mass of data collected during the course of the study; such 
conclusions be produced equally well without most of the research 
effort required to obtain them. 
There are two reasons for this. The first is that descriptive research 
survey and historical study techniques are used almost exclusively in 
library community analysis, while investigators are expected to answer 
questions that descriptive research cannot answer. Surveys can 
determine the status quo at any given time, but they cannot tell what it 
should be, or how it might be changed most effectively. Yet it is this type 
ofquestion that library managers most need to answer. Librarians need 
to know not merely what people want, but the real needs which they 
may not even recognize themselves. They need to know how people 
would react to a change in library service, and they need to know the 
value of library service to specific individuals and to the community as a 
uhole. Definite answers to such questions can be obtained through 
community analysis, but not by means of surveys; they require 
experimental research. Hence, if community analysis is to serve 
librarians as it should, competency in experimental research must be 
added to the descriptive research competencies that library community 
analysts now possess. 
The second reason for the conduct of much unnecessary research 
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activity is that modern library managers have too little of the 
confidence and self-esteem that enabled their nineteenth-century 
predecessors to plan and build libraries for public use without 
consulting or studying the public at all. Too many modern librarians 
are unwilling to offer or accept a professional opinion or to commit 
themselves to a decision not bolstered by precedent, by appearance in 
print, or by evidence of research activity. 
Much more community analysis is needed in librarianship. It should 
be a part of the administration of every library, but it should be 
practiced only to gain information actually needed in library 
management, never merely to add an appearance of weight or status. 
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